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ABSTRACT ^ • ' \ ' . ' 

E|Valuation of profession^al^ straff is one aspect ^of t^'e 
^ comprehensive accountability model operating. in the Kalamazoo 
schopls. Thi's mpdel a^so includes, minimum objectives/" for all students 
at all grade levels in ail courses, as well* e^s objectives relating to 

•academic e"xeellen':e and .career preparation.' The specific personrie.1 
acoountabili:J:y systems used to evaluate the positions *of ^ 
superintendents ••administrators, and instructional staff members are 

.presented herel^The performance prp files used in personnel * • 
'evaluations consist of a ratings ^ompondnij ^nd a perfbrmance 
o})jectives com'ponent. The ^ratings are. prtfviiied by others who work 
with the person being evaluated* For instance a senior high school 
principal is rated by an assistant superintendent; the director of 
secondary instruction; teachers; other directors, Supervisors,. and/or 

-coordinators; his building administrative staff; resource people; and 
himsjBlf • The performance obje.ctives aire 'mutually accepj:able to the 

jadminlstrator being evaluated and to his Immediate superordinate. The' 
e^valUation of teachers is somewhat, different "from that of 
administrators. The teacher^ performance ^prof ile .is composed of 
student ratings, principal ratings, peer\ratings, self ^rati;igs, and 
student achievement data. In some cases, parent ratings [are^ also' 
used. (Author/IBT) , • . ' ^ . ' 



ERIC • 

iifiinniiiTirfTiTiaiia . 





.38' 



•feOUCAHON «.WELFAHe / 
NAT^0^^AL^NSTIT0T£ OF ^ 
eOtfCATlQN 
THIS 00CUM6»<T MAS BEEN REPRO 

oucEO Exactly as received from j 

THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION WIGIN 
AIIKOIT POINTS OF V<EV>X>R OPINIONS 
STAfEO 00 NOT»NCCESSARILY R£PRE 
, SEN! OFFlCIAtNAWONAL INSTiTUTfcOF 

'education position or POtflCV 

* 4. » • _ 



SPjEAKER: 
TOPIC:.. 



PLACE: 
TIME: 



PROGRAM: 



V ^AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS*. 
1 • ■] 07th Annua.!' Convention 

• DalT CIS, Texas ' • ' February 21-24, =1975 



Willian D. Coats, Superi.nt'^ndent of "Schools, Kalamazoo, Michigan 
Accounta^ilit\c^lirEd)jcatinn"--The Kalamazoo' Plan 



Florentine* Room, Mo^tSl Adolphus ' ^ 
1O:0fD a.m., Saturday, February 22 
R^ae 45 * . * • " 



X FOR RELEASE UPON DEi^lVERY 

■ , • ... 



/ / 



» 4 



r 



,...o 



ERIC 



I^i x . Introduction " 

; ~ — ' '* 

, * Evaluation of protessionaL^t,aff i§ one^^:omp'onont 61 the qomRrehen- , 
s.ive accountablUty model nov operating In 'tlie-Kalpmazoo Pubrllc Schools. 
To clarify the ^atioiiale fjor^'thls personnel evaluation system It- is ■ 
necessary -to digress monientaxlly; to explain <5he..pr^m9ry thritst of. the 
dverail a ccountab'fllty> models / . o ^ ' , ^ " ■. . ftj, 

. " , Accpuutability as .'practiced in the JCaV'^azoo Public Schools ^ih- 
volvfes the Implementation of sound raana.gem5«ft concepts in educational 
environment., in. that "sense It 'is a type, .tlf "common' sens'e" management 
which permeates and provides direction for. •th^.ent^.rp. sy^^tem. ■ Undei?^.-. 
this model' specific" objectives for -various programs and^* practices are ; 
.-determined, the- extent to .yhich- objectives, are mgt is rJeasured, and - 
'this toformAlon is used as fe'edbacU for making appropriate "changes and ^ 
recording, progress.* The^e are minimum objectives for all students at 
all grade levels in' all courses 'as wej.1 as objectives relating to aca- 
.defcic e^cellenc^ and c%eer preparation. The-Commitment is mad'- to ■ . 
meet these objecLivGs at .a minimum .level regardless of mitigating circum- " 
' stances. The/(accowUability.,model enables the school system to maximize • 
studeat learning-, to 'provide school patrons witTi information regarding v 
the ^ducati-oiial return fo.r their "tax dollar, to ,det6rmine studenfper- 
•formance levels in all areas, . to' evaluate the performance of p-rsonnel 
throughout the .sy^em, and to weigh fiscal c6nsiderations ^agajnst educa- 
tional-benefits as an important criterion in -all decision making. - - 

' ' ■ - The, appropriatespianagement structure for implementing educatfonal 
' accountability Is, viewed a? being somewhat analogdus<Twith that of a 

Successful corporation,. Und^r thii analogy school .taxpayers, are to the 
•school system .as. stocTchqlders are to the .eor-p'6raXion. In<a like manner. 
\th*e'Boatid ol/Educ^ion' -servyss. a function similar .to that -of a Board of 
''Directory, £be Sup^Jrintepdent has the management "and leadership, respon- ^ 
s-iljillties held fo.r the , corporation president, .and all' other school admin- 
fstsrators constitute the -management team, 'thereby -assuming leadership 
,i-esponsi.bilities"iii the.vaitf.ou5 units,' -departments -and^bulldings which 
' Are supportive .of ^ tlie sV-stem-v/idp manfigement effort. 

It is, important .Co .jemphasize the above statement "all- other school 
administrators "constitute "t He .management team," Many sphool administra- , 
tor groups throughout this country .either have adopted or are considering 
3tion of a strong* union^.stic position.^ Although in most states any - 
^...i^loyee grouj/ has' the r.ight to organize,- Boards of Education' shpuld 
•avoid the strong unionization of ' ^dmi'nistr-a tor groups at the local 
level. Someone has do represent manfigSmeut and that 'Jsomeonci" has to. . 
'be a management team consisting of administrative personnel in addition 
to the Superintendent, In that Regard administrator evaluations mugt ' 
take into considerats'ion. an administrator's contributions to system-wide 
management efforts^ Is well as contributions pertaining to- unique needs 
of individual buildings' or de^iartments • « . . 

One pa'rt'of the corpor/ite analogy which does, not appl^y' to the educa-' 
•tional setting relates' to the jrol-e of- students. It should.be understood 
that students are not vicweti a's ^products . Rather, st;,udents are the con- 
sumers of the school: sy.ste^''s products vhl'ch' in turn are the l<!arnln^ 
experiences and bpportunitU-e^ made 'available to them. The value or quality 
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' ' ' f — 'of t^ese products may" be rG^lt^c^tdd by the ^resultant student' growth. One 
common ^o*bjectiv*e of all school^ersonncl is^tha maximization of student * 
' learning'and the classrooiu ^teachet Is the. most imp6i:tant element in terms 
'of the extent .to whicl?^ this goal Is *atfcained]; 

^ . , , Although the oKjecOives of the schpbl system are many, it is viewed 
'basically as an academic institution with the primary responsibility pf 2" 
. ^ ' helping all young po€i^ple In the^school system ^j:o develop the ba'sic skills 

. . * and the. basic understandings necessary to c.ompete in this society for *jobs ' 
and for higher education regardless qf race, creed or'^ex, /To achieve 
* .'\thi^.,end classroom environments must' be conducive to lemming, w^Il orga- . ^ 
nized and friendly. Furthermore, every student must be guaranteed , the 
right, to attend school without thre^ to safety/ or* fear of physical, violence. ^ 

t ^ Within^ this framework of academic* emphasis fieading. is given the highest - 

single «l)riorlty. ^Expressing oneself fn the English ianguag^e in bpth • 
. * written and o^al forms and developing the facility co work with and \inder-^ 

stand mia'theraatical concepts follow closely behind reading as objectiyt^^ 
which will be met! to^ a, minimum acceptable level of performance. Beycind 
the achievement of these minimum objectives in the aVea of basic academics 
^ the commitment is* inade to develop standards of academic e:x;cellence 'which 

encourage students to progr-e^ qn an Individual ba^is as rapidly and 
far as possible and to era^lore , career, opportunities While articulating^ 
" • a basic academic thrust tne importance of student growth in the areas'* of 
" atftitudes and motivation fs also recognized. Efforts' in this area aje 
emphasized and certainly not seen as* in conflict with academic" growth. 
A On^the contrary research Indicates that academic success and student '*,r 
) ' ^attitudes generally -vary together. \ . ' * 

4 *\ .... 

The .specific personnel accountability Jgrstems used to evaluate, pro- 
: *^ fessional employees in* the Kalamazoo Public Schools are presented in what 
follows for the positions of the Superintendent*,' administrators and 
instructional staffs , * • » , • 



Superintendent Accountability, Salar^^ System 



For the past two yeais the Board 'of Education 4nd the Superintendent 
of the KaXaToazoo Bublics" Schools Jhave entered into an accountability ' 
tiase4 contract therein l&lie^.^up,erinte^ident 's salary is adju^tfed aiinually 
within 'a range upward or downward 10%. rkt thQ conclusion of the 
1972-73 b^chool year' the -salary acTJustraent^was deterained as a result of^ 
a. lengthy meeting during whi(>h ta.ma Board ^etiibers, discussed their percep- 
tions of the extent to Which the Superintendfent.Oiad^ re^ached performance . ^ , 
objectives submitted to'^the Boar.d aV'^he^ beginning^pf; the year, Th^ 
deci-sfon of the Board after 'thi| \Qeeting t^a^^^to increase thd Superin-' 
tendent's salarSr by :the maximuip.lof 10% making his sala):y fdf the 19,73-74 
school yea4 $33,000 compared wftfi $30,v000 tor the previous /ear. This ^ 
first ^rial was ^ettdr than a system deyoid/ of ]^erformance considerations/" 
but lef t raoch to^e desired 'in terras of . specif iclty aild^bjec'tivity; At* 
the copclusioi\ of the 1^73-74' s'chool year. the. Boa'rd 's idecjtsion regarding 
the Superintendent's salary adju'stijent was det^rmine^* by a much mo^e ^ 
systematii approachr This -latter, approach',. Superii^endent's Accountabil-- < 
ity Salary System, is des.crib'ed ' iji chlsr sec^tion, -> . / 



For the 1973-74 School year jcfie^ Soard and the, Superintierident ^^jfuaAly 
agreed that several relevant reference groups in addition to Bo^rd 'meraber.s 
should ,co^tribute to the\overall eyaluatioti. It was further agre^^^tjiat 
relictions of these- additional reference, groups should not^catry miich^ 
relative weight in terms of evaluation, but should 'serve prim^arily as » , 
feedback to help *the Superintendent 'unders^tand raot^. clearly how he 
related to various relevant jgroCips so that he in turn might improve -his 
effectiveness. With respect to evaluation, especially for pdrposes of 
salary adjustment , .it was >gre^d 'that, the Boar:d-crf Education should carry 
by far the.largest weight. I. This decistion is conslst^t with the/real±ty 
that the Superintendenit; ^dp ;S* in fact work directly for the'^Board of 



Education. 



Tabid 1, Administrator Perfoi'mance Profile, shows the profile generated for 
^the Superintendent for the 1973-74 'school ye^r. Note that under Sources 
of, Ratings th^re' are seven reference groups. . Six of th^se consist of ^ 
various subgroups of professional educatbrs within the school system each - 
representing a maximum weight of i. poifit out of ^ t^otal possible .of 100, 
Persons iti each of these grbups conTpleted the Administrator Image ^ • 
questionnaire sho^^ in Appendix A. The'average fating- bf each of these 
groups is shown in column 4 of Table, 1-, Overall Average Rating. The ; 
Multiple Factor, column 3, is simply, the figure Vhidh when multiplied* 
by 'the, average' rating' in column 4 appropriately reflects the. relative 
assigned weight'of the Various -rclference grpups in column 5, Total . 
•Achieved Points. For example, the average .rating by .Assistant* Suiter- 
'•infendents was 4.7,4, and the average Voting by^ Schbol, Board members • 
. was'^^'4.66. However, because the /^signed Weight of Assistant Superinten- 
. dents was 1. and thaf;of fJ-ihool Board members w^s 5 the approprixite 
Multiple Factors, .2 and 3 respectively, generated achieved points^-., 
values of .948 and 13.98 tor the^e two groups so as to represent accurately^ 
each Assigned Weight. • . " • » . 

An extremely important use of r^ference^ group data^.ls^ the comprehensive • 
information .available t6 the Superintendent showing pi;of lies • for various 
reference group responses to questionnaire items as well as the percen-r. 
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'■ -ADMINISTRATOR P.ERFORMANCE .PROFILE 




' '''POSITION - SUPERINTENDENT 
. ' RATINGS . , ' , . ' . * 
COLUMN 1 . 



"•COLUMN 2 



COL^'iN .3> ' ^CObU^IN. 4. 

. _ '' ' ■ ■ , ■ ' Overali^. 
' • " , 'Avferage 



June 17, 1974. 



COLUMN 5 



Sources of , 
Ratings 



1. -assistant*" • 
superintendents 

2. directors- 

3. principals 

4. ' teachers * 

5. / .coordinators/ 
, / supervisors "' 

6 x-^ministrators 
• within dept. 

7. Barents 



. TOTAL 

SCHOOL ABOARD, 
MEMBERS 



Assigned 
Weights 


---^fultiple 
• ' Factor 




'Ratitig 
' AIQ- 


. * V 




* *»• , 


* * 

< 1 


.2" 




^4.74 




•r-, ..2 . 




4:.3i 


1 • 


-.2 




4.33/ 


1 

V 1 


.2 ■ 




■ 3.^1 




, .2 




■3.82 



.- Achieved 

Pqfnts 
(Col.. 4 X Col. 3) 



1 



' .2 
^.8 . 



10 

i 

1-5. 
25 



I 

3-.0 



^4.: 66 



'0 ' TOTAL. * 

% 

f 

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES. 
• ' PERFORI-l^XNCE OBJECTIVES 75 
* TOm POINTS lOQ 



.948 
.864 - 
.866 . 

# 

.602 . 

■ 1-, 

' .764 

^ .838. 
3.056 ' 

' 7/938* ^ 

13 i 980 " 



1- 



21.91« 



/ 



65.895 
87.813' 
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tage-bf persons in each reier^nce group responding in the different- 
caLgotios of all questions asked^ . For example, feedback he ^rin- 
/tendent is available regarding average "^P^^^^^^ f ,J°^^Y^.,^ 

• - items and the percentage of each. reference group indicating ndUCA, 4e^j0,m, 
, ^omUbnU, vU>aaZly.or'CJ^iOay^ to each^uestion on the Administra.jSr Image, 

Questionnaire. . - . ^ J ^ 

. 'The s«,v-,nth component under Sourdxis of Ratings. Parents, - was assigned .a » 
, possible maximum weight of .A. Parent. reaction? wer^. obtained throu&h a 
Single question as a part of a more. lengthy Parent Opinion Questionnaire 
• . ■ sent to all pirents of students in. the Kalama5:oo Public Schools. The , 
question asked was •miiam-Coats. .-Superintendent jioes ^ f f ' 

• administering the.^chool system," The quest ionija^re provided for on? ^ , 
■ of three responses: * agUz, dUA^^^^ or U)zce;^n, , As can .be seen out ; 

• • of a total of ten points possible' from Sources of Ratings 7.938 points. 

• were achieved representing approximately 80% accoiftplishment for this 1^ 
component. ^ ' . , • « ^ ^ 

school Board members completed the Superintendent T.-na.ge ^ 

thown in Append Ixl^^-l^hly^t^i:6nnaire is ide.ntical,to the Administrator 

■ . image QuestLhnaire used for all administrators with t^e exception, that , 
some words wer? changed to make the qu'estionnaire more ap-propriate for 
Board members responding to their chief administrator. It was agreed 
. tha - Board members' responses to the Superintendent Image Q-stio,naire 
• ■ ' would make up an additional 15 possible joints duf of the total of 100. . _ 
As shovm in column 5- the average" responses of Board membe^ts on -each of 
5 Doint scales was 4.66 which, when milltlplied by the. appropriate 
^uUipIeUacror in-rolumn-3. generated -a vilue' of 13.98 for Achieved « 
Points in column 5. , . . > *^ 

to" summarize the Sources of Ratings component of ^^^/f " ' 

formaric'e Profile, school -system reference grou|)<s inclu,ded: Assistant 
Suprin'endents, Directors, Prdnci^als. teachers. Coordinator/Supervi^^^^^^ 
and Administrators within Departments. Each of these groups represented 
* a Tnaximum possible weight of 1' point each for a combined ^otaJ of 
, 5 paints- possible for ratings of the Superintendent by professional 
. ' Id'uSors'within the system. .Parents* as a grou^ ^^"^J^^'^f^enrreS"- 
■ of 4 points. Rente, school system reference groups plus Parents repre ^ 
sente'd a ^.ximum of lO possible points. Board ^^--^'^^-..^^^P^^'^^^ 
to the Superintendent Image Questionnaire represented. a maximum, of 
, '^5 points yielding a Total Points Possible of 25 as a result of Sources' • 

of Rat^ngs'based on the image questionnaires.. -As' indicated in colut,n 5 
Total Points Achieved for this image component was 21.91B. • 

The most influential component of the grand -total for '^he' Achieved Points 

• cLmn was the extent to which the .Superintendent met ^r^'T TZt^s- 
. .tives throughput the year as judged.by Board membeVs. ^s ^he Adminis 

trOtor Performance Profile indicates complete achievement of all perfor 
^Sc''ob!ectives as judged by the Board could have g-erated a maximum . 
of 7S poiivts. The actual Achieved Poirft^ for performance objectives 
was '65.«95.. The s^cifics for detexmining the extent tb which perfor- , 
- , ^ancc ol^jcctivefe wk^e met 'was determined by using. the.?erformance objec- • 
- • • tives Evaluation Form Worksheet shovn in Appendix A. labels in the 

ERIC ^uLSedto the Board of^Educflon on Soptl^ber 7. 1973, IHls document , 



contained considerable narrative *x61ated to ekclKof ^ha'^.erf<reinance 
objectiC^ labels and provided tnucji. guidance in t;&rms^ ctf cric£irl.a to b^e 



us 
some 



for Evaluating perfonnance obj-ective achievement y/.Kacogriiz:^g that 

me pe4"f'ormance objectives were moye impoftant tfian b'fcUers/,the Supe^in- ' 

Xend'ent working with represPtitcTtives j^^om^the -Boara' of Education, 
as^si^nerf^a weighted importance on a S .V^int scai^no *2ach*'o"f the specific 



objectives. Res^ults 6f these assignments are^hovn by/ the circled number^ 
in the Wej^ghteS "importance column of the P6ir£o>mai)cefc Objective Evaluat,ion* ^ 
FprmM^?orkshc\kt^in Appendix k. • ^ ' • v ' . 

Throughout the year the Supe^i^ntepdent kept-Bo^^^.embers aware or. a 
regula'r-i^Rls .of progress with' resp\ct to meetl^ig Ki?nuaVp&r|qrmance 
objectives. These reports cul^m^ated wftK several hour, mee between 
the Superint-^ndent and members .;of the Boarc^ of Education' during whicjx the 
Superihtenrl^iTit remin^ied Board, members o^f e^li^if .ie|!p,rts^^^^ x^itft^. . 

performance obj;ectivfe3 ^achievement and' shared, witL. th^ur iLUl,jaddition^]\ 
ciat.a necessary for Roird member^ to he able to malte afi'^ht^ligent 
decision regarding t^he degrjee of 'acfj^dmpl^shment fb)/.eicl\" objective, • 
Board member^, then completed; the PerfoinSaiice/^Dbjectives ^EValuation^F^ora 
Worksheet by circling* uijder Degree "of Apcpmplishm'ent for eac^ objectiye 
the number which best represented" their judgment of thp extent to which^ 
.that objectivfi had been met dSring;. the'^past-yeaji:. . ' All Bpard.j^ember res- 
ponses were conf identical and ^aripfvymo.us."* They were collected, by a s4.ngie 
Board member. and given^directly^^o the Dirdctoi!^ of Research'and Develop-" 
iftent ieOX d^ta processing and inclusion in the overall Administrator Perfdr 
mance^ Profile "for the "Superintenderit .shown irf T«ble]^l\ ^Results of average 
Boajrd member responses ta p.erformancb objective achievement are shown' in 
the" Administrator Petformpnce fr^'ile Evaluation Form presented in" 
fable 2. The Multiple jfactor Is pie figure which-^whea multiplied by the 
average \ovefall rating appropriat^ely reflects the various; ^Welgh ted. Impo^r;^ 
,tance& in the' x^chieved Points Column:,. 'th^ Points Achieved for eac*h *6bjec- 
tive is shown ;Ln column 5, Achieved Points^ the sum of wlhich is the 65,89 
^a^o ..^hown in the A(iminist;rat«i5j-?erf ormance Profile of Table 1. / 

As^ the Administrator Performance Profile indi'cdhSes the schemecused was 
based on a total'of lOt) poijitss iO points f or ^ref et/ence group' ratings, 
'15 points for .Board^member ratings and 75 points for Board members L ^ 
evaluation , of the extent to »whicM performance .objectives were met. As 
ehown in column 5, the total'.'points generated' by* reference groups, in- 
cliTding'^Board members,^ reactipTg t^ the image questionnaire was 2JL.918. t 
Board members' judgments bf* performan^re objectives accomplishment was 
6'5.895 for a total achieved •,poigt9 of 87.813 out of a possible' of 100 
points. . " ' ■ 

This scale, of 87»8-wriS then .compared'^ with the scale shown i-n Table 3, 
Salary Re'lated to. Points .-Achieved • *As\ indicated in this table the 
salary range could^ have gdne from nega'iivel 10^ to positive 10% as shown 
in the left column. Salary Perc.entage;/1 Both the Superintendent and 
Boi^rd members agreed prl'or to tompl^etiftg this year's evaluation instru- 
m^t that a percentage of Points AchM^ed of less than 50 would con- 
stitute such poor p[er£ormance"as tfo\^g^gest dismissal. It was decided 
thcrefox 
PoJ 

was. agreed that achieyemenc approaching or exceeding 90%'wduld constitute 
near perfection and mejrit the maximum* increase of 10%'. Othe^^salary 




TABLE 2 . 
ADMINISTRATOR PERFORMANCE. PROFILE 



EVALUATION FORM 



POSITION -. S.UPERINTENDENT 



^Performance 
Objective . 
Number - 

^ IA> ' 
IB ' 
• '*IC1' • 

ic2 

IC3 

IIA 
IIBl 
. WB2 

UIAl 

IIIA2 ^ 
IIIA3 ■* • 
IIIA4 ■ . 
> .IITB' 

. mci 

IIIC2 

riic3 ■ , 

IIIC4 
III,C5 
•HIC6 
HIC7 
IIIC8' 

IVA -• 
" .IVB 
'IVC 
IVD ■ 

VA 

VE 

VC ** 
VD 
VE 
VF 
VG . 
•VII 
VI 



COLUMN 2 



Weight|ed 
Importance 

. 3 

4 
A 
' 4 

• 

4 

4 

5 
5 

3- ^ 

4 
4 
2 
5 
2 
4 
5 
1 
1 
1 

3 
3 
2 

1 • 

4 
4 
2 
3 
5 
5 
5 
2 
5^ 



COCUMN 3. 



Multiple • 
Factor 

.3846 
.5128 
.5128 
.5128 
.5128 . 

.5128 • 
.5128" 
.5128. • 

.6410 

i64lO 

,3846" 

.5i28 
,...5128 - 

.256^4 

.6410 

.2564 

.5128 
..6410 

.1282 

. 1282 
■ .1282 

.3846 
. .3846 
.2564 
.1282 

.5128 

.5128 
. .2564 

.3846' 

/6410 

.6410 
. .6410 

.2564 

.6410* 



COLUMN 4 



Degree pf 
Accomplishment 

4.0 
4.4 
4.6 
.4.. 4 
4.4 

4.4 
4.2 
4.4 

.4.6 ■ 
' 4.2 

3.6'- . 

4.6 

4.4^ 

4.2 

4.4 • 
3.6 
4.2 
4.8 . 
3.8 ^ 
3.4 
3.2 . 

4.8 
4.6 
4.2 
3.8 

4.6 

•4.8 

4.0 ^ 

4.4 

4;4 

4.8 
• 4.6 
. 4.0 

4.6 
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COLUMN 5 

Achieved 
Points 
(Col. 4 x'Col,3) 

^ . ,1.53840 
2.25632 
•• 2.35888 
2.25632 
,2.25632 

2.25632 
2.15376 
2.25632 

2.94860 
2.^9220 
- 3/38456 
,2.35888 
/2. 25632 
1.07688 
2.82040 
_ 0.92304 
; 2.15376 
3.07680 
0^48716 
0.43588 
0.41024 

1.84608 
1.76916 
1.07688 
0.48716 ■ 

2.35888 

2.46144 

1.02560 

1.69224 

2.82040 

3107680 • 
. 2.94860 

.1.02560 
. -2.94860 



i 



65.89480 
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levels and polnts*achlev,od percentages were evenly distributed between 
•S, ^■^'"^"'es as shQwn in the scale.. The td.tal Points Achl-ved <xf 

oy.'S falls between a salary percentage increasfe of 8.5. and 9.0>. Md-the- ' 
natical interpolatlbn shows .that the Points AcKi-eved^ percentage of Sf.8 
would convert to a Salary Percentage J.ncrease'.ol: 8.9. ^ This' is depermlned 
by multiplying .8 by ..5 and by adding the product of ".4. 'to 8^5. 



It is recognlacd-.^lnft t'he overallSyste'm presented^here^.as -well 'as the 
.individual components are not perfect. However, it was^^believed - that 
it, was necessary, to try something to serve as a moc'^l so' that appropriate 
refinements coul'd- be* made in developing a -fairly objective and valid 
systemv^for -determining educator accountability. The systefi- is being 
studied tnd ■I'efinemeiits '^re bef^g made. Alfeo, it served as the basic 
model for the more general Administrator* Accountability Salary System 
described in the next section'. " , 



• • • . . .J 

Administrator Accountability Salary System 

In an effort to reward excellence, and discourage medipcxlty an ^account-- 
^ ability-based salary system has been impleraentecTf or all administrators. 
With this^systera administrator salaries are adjusted for either or both 
of the •following- reasons; (1) performance and (2) ' reclasijif icatlon. 
Judgments of performance are based on, the'^xtent to which an administta- 
Xor achieves meaningful performance objectives cind-^ru.comprehensive feed- 
back irom relevant reference groups. Reclassification!^ based on the 
scope and function^ of the position. - ^ . 

The administrator accoilntability system is similar to that for the 
Superintendent wherein his salary at the end of each year may, bfe adjjusted ^ 
anywhpro, from 10 percent upward to 10 percent 'downward, depending on the 
extent to which he is able to meet specific performance objectives • One 
primary difference is that the evaluation of the Suoerintendent Is based J 
on the collectiy^e judgment of a seven-member Board bf Education^. while . 
the evaluatio;n 'pf o/heir admiiristrators l,s cobi;dinated and f inally^determined 

by^^he Superinj:^ndent after careful analo^sis of xextensive input from , 

other appropriate administrators who in .turn utiTizc- information 
generated by relevant reference groups, ^Another difcrerence. is that for 
the 1974-75 school year percentage changes fir administrators vary' 
from 0 to' 9 percent rather\th*an from a riegat^L\^,10 to' a positive 10 per- - ' 
cent. These percentages,, bisic salary ranges, and other siyecifTcs of 
the performance^ evaluation components for administrators are reviewed 
and Updated periodically. 



Performance .Evaluation Components > 

- *. 

In usir'g ithe Administrator Accountability Salary System to judge , perfor- 
mance the Superintendent bases hi^ evaluations on two ' components 
(1) subgroup- jcatings and (2> the meeting of , performance objectives. 
Scores on the'se two factors are merged to determine an administrator's 
overall performance. The mefgvlng is such that jthe total evaluation 
based on jra tings and performance ob*j6ctives yields a maximum of 100 pointg, 
with 50 points for ratings^ and- 50 p.oints for pdAformance objectives as - 
^hown'in Table .4. \^ • ^' 
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TABLE ,4 



\ 



WEIGHTING FACTORS FOR ADMINISTRATOR 
ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM ' \ 



-\ 



\ 



COMPONENTS 


RBCO>fMENpED 
WEIGHTS ^ 




A. , » 

Ratings 


50 




I 1 Performance Objectives 


50 




^ . Total Points 


- ' 100 


* 



10 •• 
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A sample of the form used for the position of Senior High School Principal 
is -^tiowr?- on the^f ollowing page in Table 5. The exact procedures -followed 
for this position are discussed .in the^ .example below,. The procedure is 

* the same for all other administraeive positions with the exception that' 
the reference groups providing ratings and the weights assigned td those- 
ratings vary. Relevant reference grou^is for each administrative position 
are listed in Appendix B. The' instrument used for Sources of Ratings is 
the Administrator Image Oues'tionnaire (AIQ) shown in 'Appendix A. .All- 
scoring of fating f onns and arithmetic computations are performed by a ■ 
computer based operation resulting in the type of sum^nary' information' 
presented in Table 5. ABpro'priate administrativ'e personnel, through 

• compu-B^r terminals, have ne?arly instantaneous access to this summary infor- 
mation as, well as to the more specif ic information on which the summary 
data^re based. Examples of infdrmation representing specific components 

■of thd overall administrator performance profile are shown in Appendix C. 

^ - ' 

Example ' 

IV Ratings'''' * . ^ . 

■'«... - • " • 

.s X 

\ a.. The A ssigned Weights column reflects the maximum number of 
points allowed for the variou's rating groups. As much as 
possible these weights are* mutually acceptable to both the 
evaluator. an^ the evaluatee", but in all cases 50% of the 
overall* evaluation is based on Ratings. 

y.\ .'^he Aphieyed Points column Is a direct, computation based on 
reaction^ of the y}^v±ous reference groups as reported on the 
^ 'Administrator Image Questionnaire (AIQ)* 51nce*the AIQ Is 

' based on a 5 point scale each Assigned Weight In the Assigned 
, , ^ Wei-^hts column is divided' by 5 to determine the Multiple 

Factor to be used to calculate the. Achieved ?olnts column. ^ 
* ^ This Multiple Factor provides for the proper weighting in " 
the Achieved Points column. Note therefore that the 'first 
two values in "the Achieved Points column are based on a . 
Multiple Factor ot ^ times the Overall Average Rating f rom 
two Sources of Ratings. The remaining Achieved Points are ' 
derived by the' same procedure being applied to other Sources 
of Ratings. The increase or de\:rease of -the Overall Average 
Rating value coul,d be determined by any multiple greater than 
, 0 depending, upon^t^ie weight assigned.^ The degree to which the 
' Achieved Points are maximized for any Source of Rating is de~ 
% V P^"^^"^ the Assigned Weights and Overall Average Rating. 

\. instance, in the example the Overall Average Rating by the 

Assistant Superintendent for Building Administration was 
* y yielding an Achieved , Points value of 12.0 or 3.0 times 4.0. 

;^lye Achieved Points gen^erated by the Resource People is 3.2 
°Y -S^times 4, ^The total Achieved Ppints (40,8) derived from 
v.the ratings coipponent is, a summation of Achieved Points for 
each Source of R^ng. ^- |^ 

2. Perl^ormance Obiectlves "'^f , • / , * 

'The other component of the^ administrator accountability model is the 
^ extent trf^'which sn administrator meets previously stated perfor- 
mance objectives mutually acceptable to both the administrator and 
immediate superordinace. Vhile therc^ls s^lgniricant commonality of 

' ' " ' ' 13 



» TABLE 5 . 

ADMINISTRATOR PERFOR.m'CE PROFILE 



POSITION - SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL 
RATINGS •' , • 



COLWIN 1 



Sources of J 
Ratings 



COLUMN 2 



Assigned 
Weights 



1. ASS^ST^^'T superintendent/' 

FOR BUILDXtJG ADMINISTRATION 

/ 

2. DIRECTOR OF SECONDARY ' 
INSTJ^UCTION / 

3. TEACHERS ^ 

4. OTHER DIRECTORS', SUPER- 
VISORS AND/OR COORDINATORS 

5. BUILDING. ADMINISTRATIVE 
STAFF-ASSISTAiNT PRINCIPALS 
AND DEAN OF STUDENTS 

6. RESOURCE PEOPLE (i.e., 

/ INSTRUGTIONAL SPECIxVLIST, 

ACADEMIC SPECIALIST, LEADER * 
of' STUDENT SERVICES etc.) 

7. SELF. 



PEKFORfLXMCE O BJEC TIVES 

- PLRFOR^L•\NCE OBJECTIVES 
* POINTS ACHIEVED ^ 



15 
15 

5 . ^ 



6 



TOTAL**P0INTS 



PERCUJrf SALARY i^JUSTMENT 



4 
3 

50- 

50 

100 



COLUMN 3 



Multiple 
Factor 



3.0 

3.0 
.8 

1.0 
.8 



.8 
.6 



cqluMji .4 

Overall 
Averkge 
Rating 
AIQ 



4.0 



4.5 
3.5 

4.0 
4.0 



4.0 
3.5 



COLUMN 5- 



Achieved / 
Po;ints / 
CColU x*Col.3) 



12.0 
13.5 

3.2 



3.2 
2.1 

40.8 

42^.0 

I 

"82.8 
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objectives for a number of administrator:s such as those regarding ' 
academic achievement, elimination of discrimination, arternatives 
to suspensions and staff evaluation which, differentiates, in all : 
cases administrators have certain objectives unique td.tWeir building 
or department^. Each administrator's evaluator cojiducts appropriate 
conferences and assesses relevant data in determining the weighted 
importance of objectives and in examining the extent to which an 
administrator meets stated performance objectives for each school 
year. At the building level the Directors of Elementary and Secon- 
dary Instruction evaluate those performance objectives relating 
directly to instruction and the Assistant Superintendent- for 
Building Administration evaluates those performance objectives re- 
lated to the noninstructional areas. The technique used in makina 
this determination is basically '^the same as pre^sented above for 
Ratings. The narrative below in conjunction with Table 6 describes 
the procedure for determining the extent to which performance objec- 
tives are met by the High School Principal, 

a. The Performance Objective Number column is used to list ,^ach 
performance objective that is to be evaluated. For some admin- 
istrators there are as few as five and for other administrative 
posJtions as many as fifteen. Labels for objectives represented 
by the various numbers are listed. 

b. . The - Weighted Importance column^ allows the evaluator to indicate 

the relative importance of each objective. As in other cases 
the amount of importance for an objective reflects mutual agree- 
ment between the evaluator and evaluatee if at all possible. 
Examples of different values for Weighted Importance are shown 
in Table 6. where academic achievement receives a V/eighted Inpor-^_ 
tance rating of 10 while objectives regarding extra curricular^ 
activities receive a Weighted Importan^xating of 4 . 

- r 

c. In the Decree of- AccompTlshroent column a 5 point scale is used 
to reflect the evaluator "s judgment of the extent to which an 
objective has been met. As indicated above, conferences are held 
with the administrator and evaluator to mutually examine data 
and assign appropriate weights and values. However, the evalua- 
tor makes the final decision regarding the degree of accomplish- 
ment for a particular objective, ^ 

d. The value in the Achieved Points column is^ calculated by mul- 
tiplying the judged actual Degree of Accomplishment for the objec- 
tive times the Multiple Factor. Since the Degree of Accomplish- 
ment is based on a 5 point scale each Weighted Importance is 
divided by 5 to determine the Multiple Factor. This Multiple 
Factor provides for the proper weighting in the Achieved Points 
column. As an example, Objective //9 has a Multiply Factor of ,8 
and tha Degree of Accomplishment is judged to b'e 3, so the 
Achieved Points equals 2.4, 

e. The total Achieved Points (42.0) derived for performance objec- 
tives is a summation of the Achieved Points -for each objective. 

* * 

Total Points 

Finally, for the example in question by adding the two acheived scores 
for the tvo components AO. 8 (ratings) and 42. (performance objectives) 

.'3.3 15 



' W?APLE 6 

PERFORM/\NCE OBJECTIVES 
EVALUATJON FORM 

7 



v 

POSITION - SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL 
COLUMN 1 . COLUMN 2 C6LU>!N 3 



COLUIIN 4 



COLUMN 5 



Perfbrmance 
Objectives 
Number 

1 

2 

3 



- r 



5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 



Weighted 
Importance ' 

10 
10 
3 

2 
5 

. 4 - - 
4 

4 
4 



Multiple 
Factor 

.8 

.2^ 

2.0 

.6 

.4 

1.0 

.8 

.8 

.8 . 



Achieved 
Degree of * Points 
Accomplishment (Col. 4 .x- Col. 



3^ 



4 

5 - 

4 

2 

5 

4 

5 

4 

3 



*50.',. 

(More Objectives May Be Listed, As Needed) 



'4.0 



^42.0 



NOTE: Labels for objectives represented by the various numbers are listed below. 



1. Parent Involvement 

2. Norm Referenced Achievement ^ . 

3. Criterion Referenced Achievement 

4. Elimination of Racial and Sex Discrimination 
5f, Alternatives to Suspensions 

6. - Differentiation of Staff 

7. Staff Morale' 

8. Student Morale ' ' 

9. Extra Curricular Activities 
10. Staff Inservice 



/ 



* An administrator may have any number of objectives or any assigned weighted 



O importance for objectives. 
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" -i administrator received a total score of 82.. 8 points cKrt a total 

_ ^ possible of 100. For purposes of salary adjustmeni:^ these a\:Meved 

' points for all administrators are compared with the"^ figure entered 
7 . in Table 7 on page 16. As w^s the case for/he Superintendent's 

. . Accountability Salary System described pr'eviously a percent of 

accomplishment of'SOZ or less results, in the most negative sal^y ' 
^ adj'ustment possible, excluding dismissal, ^^hich is a zero dollar in- 

... crease. Percentage of performance accomplishment reacMftg 90% rates 
. a maximum salary increase of 9%. Points Achieved percentages between 
these two extremes of 50% and '90% are -eveuV distributed between th'e 
two salary percent increase 'extremes of 0% and 9% as- shown in'Tabld;?. 
tor the present examp;e the Points Achieved percentage of 82.8 corres- 
ponds to a'.salary increase of 7.A% These values are t^e primary 

. determinants in making decisions aboiTt salary chang'e«. Any salary 
. change not conunensurate .with these fcig^rfes must be accompanied by , 
^ strong rationale which may be presented during the E^'aluatlon Summary- 
^"Perintendent conference described bedow. 

• ^ 4. Further Example * 

To further clarify the procedure an example of an. overall evaluation - -• 
for an Elementary Principal is shown on page 17 in'lable 8. Not\ . ' 
• that the Sources of Ratings (column 1) ' are^rfif f erent than* those 
shown irt Table 5 as are £he Assigned Weights (column 2), which in' 
turn generate- new multiples in column 3. . .' ' 

Rec 1 ass i f ica t ion ^ ' . , . . 

As stated above ihe only other reason for 'adjusting salaries is occasional 
reclassification based on .periodic studies of the scope and function .of 
various administrative position. ^These studies are conducted by a 
committee consisting of a representative group of administrators, and per- 
sonnel in the Superlntendertt's office. Also, the Board of Educatiori gives' 
•ultimate approval to salary ranges reflecting job scope and function. 

Evaluation. Summary - Superintendent 

A summary of each administrator's performance accompanied by any salary 
^ change is shared with the administrator in written form by the Superin- 

tendent. This written summary follows a conference including the admin- 
istrator, Superintendent and other appropriate personnel. Ac the secon- 
dary level the conference 'participants include the Principal, Superin- 
. tendent. Director of Secondary Instfruction (responsible for evaluating the 
insti^ictional areas' of the administrator's performance) and Assistant 
Superintendent for Building Administration (responsible f6r evaluating non- 
instructional areas of the administrator's performance). At the elementary 
level, the conference participants include the P^rincipal, Superintendent. ' 
Director of Elementary Instruction (responsible for evaluating the instruc- 
tional areas of the administrator's performance) .and Assistant Superin- 
tendent for Building Administration (responsible for evaluating noninstruc- ■ 
tional areas of the administrator's performance). Each Assistant Pr-incipal 
is scheduled 'in a conference with the Principal and Superintendent. Other * 
administrative personnel are involved in a conference with their sup«ror- 
dinate, Superintendent and other appropriate personnel. Primary factors 
f or detfermining performance and salary changes iTre as outlined above in the 
Admin is t«:a tor Accountability Salary System. Ih all cases the final 
determination regarding performance and salary atljustments is made by the 
^ Superintendent. 
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TABLE 7 . * J 



SALARY RELATED TO POINTS ACHIEVED 
ADMINISTRATORS 

« 



- • - 'SALARY . POINTS ACIHEVED 

> ' ^ ' PERCENTAGE . PERCENTAGE 



r 



V 0.000 50 

\ . '6.225 * »51 • 

• . * 0.450' '52 .. V 

0.675 i....".;.,-.. .... 53 

" - .0.900 : 54 

1.125 r."....%.i 55 ^ 

. / ■ 1.350...... 56 

1.575 H,. 57 

" . ' 1.800 : '. 58 

\ 2.025 59 ■ 

' ^ . / 2.250 60 

• ' 2.475 61 

2.700 ...... s..', ' 62 ■ 

, ■ • \ . • 2.925 .....-^T. 63 ■ 

' \ ^f> ' . . 3.150 .^ 64 

. \ '3.375 65 

, \ • 3. 600.. I 66 

' X • 3.825'..^ 67 

4.050 .U. :, .' 68 

■ ' ' 4.275 ..'V 69 

... 4.500 70 

4.725 ;.. 71 

. > '4.950 72 

■ ■ » • ^^.5.175 73 

)5.400 74^ 

5.625 75 

5.850 : 76 

6.075 77 

6.300' 78. 

s.6.525 ^. 79 

' . • • 6.750 80 

6.975 ...^ 81 

"7 .,200 '82 

7.425- ! -By- 

'If-' . 7.650 84 

' ' . . , 7.875 85 

**/ ■ 8.100 86 

'S' ' 1.325 .' 87 

8.550 ' 88 

* 8.775 ..: 89 

• , 9.000 90 




TABLE 8 



ADMINISTRATOR PERFORMANCE PROFILE f 



POSITION - ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPAL 
MTINGS </ ■ ■ '. 



.V COLUMN 1 
*• Sources of 



COLU>iN 2 



•Assigned 
Weights 



i.. assistant superintendent 
for building administration 

2. director op elementary 
Instruction'' ' -. 

3. teachers * 

4. other- directors, supervisors 
and/or' coordinators ' ■ 

5.. RESOURCE PEOPLE (i.e.;, INSTRUC- 
, TIONAL SPEClAl^IST, ACADEMIC ' 
SPECIALIST, '.LEADER OF STUDENT 
SERVICES, etc.) 

-6. , self' 



15 

15 

' 5 



PERFO I L-'IANCE OPJEClTIVES ' 
PERKOR.^L\NCE OBJECTIVES: 
POINTS ACHIEVED 



TOTAL POINTS ' • 

PERCENT 'SALARY ADJUSThfENT 



5 
. s 

4 

5a 

50 
100 



COLUMN 3 ' COIiUMN 4 COLUMN 5 
Overall 

Average Achieved 
Multiple V ^ R&ting" • ^Points 
Factor • ^ AIQ , (Col. 4 x Col. .3)' 



3.0 

3.0 
1.0 

1.2 



1.0 
.8 



4.5 V 

4.0 
4.0 

4.5 . 



3.5 
■3.0 



13.5," 



12. .0 



4.0 



5.4 .■ 

3 ' . 



3.5 
2.4 



40.8 



41. "0 



81.8 
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System for Evaluating Instructional Person nel 

, During the past two decades, there h^s been ^n increasing concern for 
accountability in the, field of education. The reason for this ^cqelerated 
concern sfeems to be associated with many complex and interrelated sociolo- 
gical phenomena currently .operative in the United States... Among these.' 
factors are thd changing school curriculum; fluctuating school enrollments; 
and the growing militancy of adpinistrc^tors, teachers and students. These 
and other factors, including inflation, have caused a rapid increase in 
school expenditures. As financial support from the public has increased, 
the proponents of accountability have become more vocal. '^Grieddr^ states: 

It is inevitable and desirable that teachers and 
administrators give bettef account of their ^ 
professional activities ^and the funds that are 
devoted to schooling. As salaries 'continue to ^ 
rise,, the pressure for accountability will increase. 
* In a, few years- they may well lead to greatei^^'interest ' 
, * in better teaching, in really good teaching by 

dedicated teachers* 

If satisfactory responses are to be made* to the demands of accountability^ 
t>h3re is a need to measu^r'e the performance of, the instructional staff of 
any given school system. However, «s with most theoretical concepts such 
qs atcouritability, there is a tremendous, gap between whht accountability ^ , 
should be when dispussed in an idealistic sense and what it takes to Imple- j 
ment it in a school system. In order to bridge this gap and to ensure 
improved achievement of students, the Kalamazoo PubliQ Schools has developed 
a series of accountability scheipes for their iilstructional staff. These 
'schemes are collectively referred to as the Instructional Staff Performance 
Profiles (ISPP) and presently include, the following: 0 

1. Teacher Performance Prof ile . 

2.. Secontjlary Instructional Specialist Performance Profile 

3. Secondary Academic Specialist Performance Profile 

• 4.' Elementary Ins,tructional Specialist Performance Pro^le 

•5. Student Leader Performance Profile 

6. Counselor Performance Profile 

T|:e various schemes were imf)lempnt<^d during the 1972-73 school year and 
have undergone continual modification. 

\\ , ^ 

Two major purposes of the Instructional Staff Performance Profiles (ISPP) 
ar^^: (1) to serve ^'^^a comprehensive accountability scheme whiqh pro- 
vides; instructional ^"staff with relevant feedback In reference to improving 
their^ performance, ancf (2) to serve as a management information system 
for principals to lise as a T^asis for evaluative decisions. These schemes 
are based on the rationale that instructional staff evaluations utili'zing^ 
multiple components are fetter than those using only a principal's rating. 
The. I^PP is an attempt to^obtain a measUfe of multiple factors which 
individually may contain considerable bias, but collectively^ constitute* 
an objective, comprehensive and accurate appraisal of the performance of 
•the instructional staff. 

^Grlcder,. Calvin," "Educators Should Welcome Pressure for Accountability/* 
Nation's Schools . LXXV (May 1970, 'l4."l ZO 



Schools has exoerilni^d -instructional personnel, the Kalan«zoo Public- ' 
eSHase with-orLr 1"°'' controversy and confrontation than h^s been • 

• representlil^^r r.r^J""^"? ^""P"* ^""""^ Statem'^nt 

representative? of the local, teacher union indicated that it is imoossible - 

diLgrLmSt with that f^'^' '° '''^ ^^-^^^^ management is in " 

^^l:^^^ -rtin^, t^^SSr^a - a^^L^f tt^ threat t 
ss na f wUh-rtir' H'°r ^'^'^^^ ^^^"S i-arious^p^o: 

sta?f SLou^ or ^kr^aL'Ch^'i^ ''1' ^'^^^ ^-"^'^"^ professional 

rhPv j,;,,^ certain behaviors of o.ther human beings for whom 

SLu tor^hiTs^ "^r:;^"'",'"'^^- --^ Lxes trsuppor-t. 

scnoois for tlie most part have their performance evaluated- and uorit -in 

b^h^ ;j"r-f=„s:rr"jt"j^ -r'^^^^-' r^spoTAu^ZTiT... 
educators. irt:;ch^r LJL*^: s^jssrKjs^^^f^^hi^r ■■ 

• * ^ 

The accountability model used to evaluate: teachers is the Teacher Perf 
mance Profile shown in figure 1 on- oaee 77 ruJ^ is tne leacher Pertor- 
5ile con.:^q^c of p n " \ Teacher Performance Pro-v 

r-ixe consists of the follox^mg- components: , ' v . 



1. Student ratings 

2. Principal ratings 

3. Peer> ratings 

4. Self ratings- 

5. Student achievement data 



tTlllZi^l,lT' «ia.ed when theso ratings are deeded 



r™r=„7J^tJ:= S;a"^\-^s"e^Trad^r"^^ 
components in and of themselves 'constitute a total evaluation ?nr .\ i 

amnagement Information system for providing meaningful teedblck for ' 
iva'dL^'sLSsV"'"^''"'- ■'^^-"'-f^yig serves asfdSa r^^r making 

Wliile the Teacher Performance' Profile 'utili';jes. several compoiiGnts 'in ' 
conjunction with a principal's, rating, 'the f inal. decLirSLf a 

' evaluation re^sts with the principal. Copies ^f the - " 

teacHcr s performance profile serve- a> a primary tbpic of Lcussion during ^1 



end-of-year and beginning-,of-year principal/..eacher *coi/f ecences. Similar 
mo.del,s are used to evaluate^ non-i'eaching- personnel 

Specifics related, to. the compilation *of .-the Teacher Perforrtance Profile 
are completed by the Department, af Resear> and Development and g copy 
P^nRl Jl building principal. Completion of the Teacher Performanc'e 

Profile is administered in the following manner^. 



i. Student Ratings 



Each classroom teacher in grades* K through XZ is rated by students on 
the Teacher Image Questionnaire tAppei^ciix A). Note that different 
forms of the questionnaire are uqed at various grade lev ^ depending 
on reading and • comprehension abilities of students. Student rating ' 
materials are supplied to the building principal by the Departiiieut 
of Research and Development. The" completed student rating materials 

u ''''t'''^''T^ '^"^ Depairtment of .Research and Developme'nt no later 
^ .than March 1 for probationary teacher* and March 15 forfehure teachers. 

II« Principal Ratings ' ■ ' ' '■ ^'■ 

Both probationary and tenure teachers are rated .each year by the build- 
irig principal.. The Teacher Evaluation Fonn (Appendix A) is the ihstru- 
ment used by principals to rate teacher,s. IsTiile the master' agreemeht 
does not specifically state the length of a classroom observation made 
by the principal to observe a teacher's classroom perf opiance.; the 
observation is- sufficiently long and frequent to 'allow for an objective 
analysis of the teacher's performance. Thirty minutes of observation 
is regar.ded as a minimum. Probationary teachers receive at leasV tw 
written evaluations per year. Principas return the completed 5 / 

. teacher evaluation .forms for ail probationary -teachers to the Emplo'yee 
Relations Division no later than March 15.- The completed teacher 

.^valuation- forms.-f or tenure teachers must be returned to r.he -Employee 
Relations Division no latep than April 15. Hpwever, if the evaluator 
Is considering recommending disfnissal of the tenure teacher, the; 
evaluatipn forms must be returned no later than March'lS. 

* •■ 

III. Peer Ratings f ■ s . . 

At least five, but no more than 15," fellow teachers compose the' peer " , 
group that rate'3 teacher. Each teacher must submit to the principal 
-a list of at least five peers who are knowledgeable d£ the teacher's - 
. .' behavior. .The, final list of teachers must be acceptable..t6 the 

principal.* The Peer Image Questionnaxre (Appendix A) is'the instrument 
.used for peer, ratings and th^ completed peer "rating forms myst be 
returned to the Department of Re.<;earch and Development no later th4n . 
March 15. _ ■ / 

IV. Self Ratings' • . . ' s' . 



Each teacher rates himself /herself on. the following instruments: 
Teacher Image Questionnaire, Teacher Evaluation Form" and the Peer ' 
Image Questionnaire. Tife self ratings must be completed by.eacii teacher 
prior to the conference ^scheduled with- the principal% The "teacher 
brings to the scheduled teacher/principal cohferenee ail of the com- 
pleted self ratines. The teacher r.etaips one copy of 't}he cbaplete> ' 



instruments and giv/2S another completed copy of the instruments to t^e 
building principal. All teachers* self ratings must.be completed no 
later than March 15. 

■ . ; • \ - ■ 

V. Student Achievement 'Data 

\ V* ' ^ \ . 

In grades 1 through 9 the Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) is 
administered In September (pre-test) ' and May (post-test) of t?he school 
year. At the high school level the Stanford Test of Academic Skills 

' (task) is adminii,tered in grades 10' through 12 during the month of ' 
» September of each school year. The/results of the pre-test/post7test 
MAT Oata are returned to the prihcipJii. in August and to" the teacher at 
the beginning of the next school ye^r (September). In the' secondary 
classrooms and <hose elementary^ areas not amenable to s-tandardized, tests 
teachers deveJLop criterion-referenced tests with the aid of personnel 
from the Department of Research and Development. These teacher-inade 
tests 'are part of the G.O.T. program where G.O.T. stands for goals, 

^ , objectives apd test. Recognizing' chat standardized achi^evement^ pests 
l^ave much to ibe desired for many subject *areas and learning units, 
this program' is u§ed as a companion to the norm referenced standardized 
, testing system such as >IAT and TASK to ensure the gathering of as 
much relevant cognitive data as possible. - 

The summary compilation of teacher performance *as measured by the five ^ 
components of the Teacher Performanx:e Profile discussfed^*a£jfi»ve is shared 
wJLth teachers and recorded in personnel files in the 'histogram form shown 
below as Figure L. Data from which each vertical bar of the histogram is 
derived are also included as ad^ditional information necessary^f or making 
specific interpretations and decisions regarding tea^cher performance and 
ideas for improving that performance. Examples of these additional support- 
^ing 'data are^ shown in Appendix C as the Teacher Image Profile based on 
student reactions to the Teacher Image Questionnaire and as MT results, 
which is a profile of subtest performance on the. Metropolitan Achi'eveinent 
Test. »More specific data of the type on which student. reactions and sub- 
test performance on the Metropolitan Achievement Test are based can be 
made available including if 'desired such information as individual item 
analyses. Additionally, the Principal Rating' component is^ supported by com- 
prehensive written appraisals which identify specific areas in which the 
teachqr needs to show improvement and Peer Ratings are ^supported by compre- 
hensive feedback regarding specific areas, of strengths and weaknesses as 
vie'wed by other teachdrs. Finally, Self Ratings are compared with data 
regarding Student Ratings, Principal Ratings and Peer Ratings for purposes 
of dete'rmining discrepancies between actual, and self perceptions. For 
certain teaching positions and staff personnel appropriate su|)stitutes 
ara made for the ^achievement components of the overall evaluation when 
necessary as may be the case for classes -such .as those in physical educa- 
tion, art and music. For these positions a rating by the appropriate 
curriculum supervisor generally (teplaces the achievement coir.ponent.' 

While recognizing- that each component of the teacher evaluation scheme 
has.sbme limitations, all components taken together begin to give a fairly 
accurate picture of teacher performance^ In those classrooms where students 
learn a lat, have .poiiltive views regarding the quality df' the learning 
experlencp, where other teachers indicate that the teacher is making signi- 
ficant contributions toward curriculum development and where the principal, 
has high regard for teaclier -perf drmance, one' has considerably reduced 
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uncertainty regarding the qi^lity of thd job being done by that parti- * 
cular teacher and can be comf orta^ble invgiving that teacher a rather higfi 
rating, *0n th6 contrary, in~^hosc cjLassrooms exemplified by zero or 
negative learning, .chaos, poor student attitudes,'* low reg!ard' f rocs other, 
teachers and poor evaluatipiis by the principal,, one has identified' a 
teacher who is having some problems. The first job is to share this 
information with the teacher and try to improve the teacher's performance. 
If over time no positive change is observed, then the school system may 
have an obligation to get that teacher out of the classroom. .The' result 
is that this accountability* method protects teachers against such things 
as personality conflicts with the principal while ^'t the same time pro- 
^viding "dir.ectioa for specific teacher 'performance expectations and, 
ultimately producing the 'best possible Itiarning environments for students. 

An attempt is now being made to develop with .representative teachers way 
to assign weights to various components of teacher .performance such that 
an evaluation model based on a multiple linear equation 6f^ the 'typie -dis- 
cussed above for administrators may be used to generate t^umbeirs* whip h 
accurately differentiate between *leVels of te-acher effectiveness. It"-is 
believed that thi3 model in turn may be used to dev^elop a career salary 
system for 'teachers such that salary adjustments "reward excellence and 
discourage mediocrity. At the present time Tt 'appears that the various 
'weights to be used .will vary .as a function of the teaching se<:ting. • 



